Appl. No. 10/584,406 
In re Vasilescu, C. 

Reply to Advisory Action OF Jun. 22, 2010 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In response to the Advisory Action mailed June 22, 2010, Applicant respectfully submits 
herewith a preliminary amendment with Request for Continued Examination (RCE) intended to 
place the instant application in better condition for examination on the merits. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 18, 19 and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Harris et al. (USPN 5,793,143). The applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Regarding claim 1 : in order to expedite the prosecution of the present application, claim 1 
has been amended to specify that the first face (315) is axially inclined from the solid part (3 12) 
of the plate (31) at the side of the claws (12) and from the axis of rotation (X-X') so that the first 
face (315) extending between the solid part (312 and the axis of rotation (X-X') . Support for this 
amendment could be found in Figs. 2-9 and page 8, lines 21-23 of the present application. No 
new matter has been added. 

The Examiner concedes that the enclosed pockets 36, 50 of Harris (interpreted by the 
Examiner as the sealing parts) are lying in the horizontal plane (see page 2, line 17 of the Final 
Official Action dated April 16, 2010). Accordingly, Harris fails to disclose the sealing part 
comprising an axial relief in the form of a thin tab comprising a first face axially inclined from 
both the solid part of the plate at the side of the claws and from the axis of rotation (X-X') so that 
the first face (315) extending between the solid part (312 and the axis of rotation (X-X'). 
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Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that the applied document, i.e., the ' 143 patent to 
Harris, does not meet this standard of anticipation. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1, 4, 5, 
18, 19 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) over Harris is improper. 

Further regarding claim 5: Harris fails to disclose the axial relief is shaped so as to serve 
as a fixing clip for the fan on the corresponding magnet wheel. 

Contrary to the invention recited in claim 5, each pocket 36 (interpreted by the Examiner 
as the axial relief) is located so that "when fan 24 is assembled into rotor 10, a pocket 36 is 
pressed under a pole finger 22 of second pole piece 14 and above body 32 of first pole piece 12" 
by a very snug or interference fit (see col. 2, lines 47-51 of Harris) (emphasis added). Similarly, 
"each pocket of fan 28 is pressed under a pole finger 20 of first pole piece 12 and above the body 
of second pole piece 14" by a very snug or interference fit (see col. 3, lines 15-20 of Harris) 
(emphasis added). In other words, the pockets 36 of the first fan 24 are fixing the first fan 24 on 
the second pole piece 14, while the pockets 50 of the second fan 28 are fixing second fan 28 on 
the first pole piece 12. Thus, contrary to the invention recited in claim 5, the pockets 36, 50 (or 
axial reliefs) are fixing the fan 24, 28 on the opposite pole piece (magnet wheel) not the 
corresponding one as recited in claim 5. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Harris is improper. 

Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Harris in view of 
Vasilescu et al. (US 2003/0030334). The applicant respectfully disagrees. 
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In addition to the above arguments regarding the patentability of claim 1, Vasilescu fails 
to disclose the fan comprising a plate substantially perpendicular to the axis (X-X') and having a 
sealing part axially sealing at least one of the peripheral spaces. In other words, according to the 
present invention as recited in claim 1, the peripheral spaces between the claws are axially sealed 
by the plate substantially perpendicular to the axis of rotation, not by the fan blades protruding 
from the plate. Moreover, Vasilescu fails to disclose the sealing part comprising an axial relief in 
the form of a thin tab and a blade extending along the first face of the tab. Therefore, even if the 
combination of and modification of Harris and Vasilescu suggested by the Examiner could be 
made, the resulting rotor assembly still would lack the fan including the sealing part comprising 
an axial relief in the form of a thin tab comprising a first face axially inclined from the solid part 
of the plate at the side of the claws and from the axis of rotation (X-X 5 ), and a blade extending 
along the first face of the tab . 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Harris in view of 
Vasilescu is improper. 

Claims 6, 20 and 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Harris in view of Buening et al. (US 6,781,262). The applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Claims 6, 20 and 22 depend upon the base claim 1, thus all the arguments regarding the 
patentability of claim 1 are equally applicable to claims 6, 20 and 22, which further define the 
invention over the prior art. 
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It is respectfully submitted that claims 1, 4-7 and 1 8-22 define the invention over the 
prior art of record and are in condition for allowance, and notice to that effect is earnestly 
solicited. Should the Examiner believe further discussion regarding the above claim language 
would expedite prosecution they are invited to contact the undersigned at the number listed 
below. 



Respectfully submitted: 




George Ayvazov 
Reg. N° 37,483 

Berenato & White, LLC 
Suite 240 

6550 Rock Spring Drive 
Bethesda, Maryland 20817 
(301)896-0600 
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